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Commentary/Vining: Social versus reproductive success 
Passion for sexual pleasure, the 
measurement of selection, and prospects for 
eugenics 
Carl Jay Bajema 
Department ot Biology, Grand Valley State College, Allendale, Mich. 49401 
Vining's is an important contribution in the quest fi)r a better 
scientific understanding of human sociobiology. 1 wish to make 
bricf comments on (1) the "novel environments" hypothesis, (2) 
how to measure selection, and (3) prospects for eugenic 
selection. 
The passion between the sexes for erotic pleasure is probably 
the major proximate cause ofoffspring. Socioeconomic changes 
associated with modernization have caused children to shift 
from being economic assets to expensive liabilities for parents in 
many societies (Caldwell 1982). Advances in contraceptive and 
abortion technology have made it easier for individuals to 
separate the procreative and recreative (erotic) functions of 
sexual intercourse. Many scholars have contended that thc 
"novel environment" created by costly children, more effective 
technological means for separating the procreative and recre­
ative dimensions ofsexual intercourse, and so on, has generated 
selection producing an inverse relationship between so­
cioeconomic power and reproduetive success (see Bajema 
1976). 
Selection is produeed by the ecological interactions orga­
nisms have with the physical conditions of their environment, 
with individuals ofother species, and with members of the same 
species. Because selection is a function ofthe environment, the 
direction and intensity of selection are as changeable as the 
social environment and the interspecific and physical environ­
ment. Whethera given human phenotypic characteristic such as 
social status or intelligence is selected for or against may very 
well be a function of the social practices prevailing at the time 
(Bajema 1963). Consequently there is no reason to expect that 
selection will always favor the reproductive sllccess of humans 
haVing such phenotypes as sociocconomic power and intel­
ligence. Foresight about the parental costs of reprodUcing in a 
given socioeconomic environment, for example, may well be 
the major reason why individuals in the upper socioeconomic 
classes are restricting their fertility more than others and thus 
generating selection against intelligence (Hardin 1968). 
Studies that measure only certain components of selection 
may lead to erroneous conclusions about both the direction and 
intensity of selection, particularly with respect to so­
eioeconomic power or intelligence, beeause the observed rela­
tionships with reproductive success are quite low. For exam­
ple, the Minnesota (Higgins, Reed & Reed 19(2), Michigan 
(Bajema 1963), and Massachusetts (Bajema 1971) studies all 
found that the proportion of individuals not reproducing at all 
was inversely correlated with IQ. Studies that (1) exclude 
nonreproductive individuals, never-married indiViduals, or 
those not eurrently married or that (2) report the fertility of 
individuals who have not completed their childbearing years 
must be analyzed with extreme caution. The life table method, 
which involves computing the intrinsie rate ofnatural increase, 
provides the only means currently available whereby all of the 
biological variables (differcntials in mortality, fertility, and 
generation length) can be taken into account simultaneously. 
The intensity of selection against individuals in the 80-94 IQ 
range compared to individuals in the IQ 2:': 120 range de­
creased by 22.5% when generation length was taken into ac­
count in addition to completed fertility by Bajema (1963). 
Hernlann J. Muller (1934), Julian S. Huxley (1936), and other 
have contended that eugenic environments are a prerequisite 
for eugenic selection (Bajema 1976). The prospects for eugenic 
selection appear bleak in Western industrial state democracies 
unless significant reductions in the cost of child-rearing are 
made. More intelligent women are more likely to opt for more 
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Commentary/Vining: Social versus reproductive success 
children if governments not only provide adequate child allow­
ances but also assume most, if not all, of the eosts of ehild day 
eare and education, including higher edueation. 
Exactly 50 years ago (1935), both H. J. Muller and H. Brewer 
published proposals that artificial insemination using the sperm 
of a donor that is not the woman's sexual partner be used to 
achicvc eugenic goals (Bajema 1976). This system of human 
reproduction has the same effect as a polygynous mating system. 
The extent to which it is and eould be used as a means ofeugenic 
selection needs to be more carefully explored. 
It is desirable to investigate reproductive differentials in a 
variety ofhuman societies at frequent intervals in order to assess 
the biological eonsequenees of various social practices. The 
academic community is indebited to Vining not only for doing 
this but also for discussing scientific questions concerning the 
applicability of sociobiologiocal theories to contemporary, ur­
banized societies. 
Central problems of sociobiology 
Jerome H. Barkow 
Department of Sociology and Social Anthropology, Dalhousie University, 
Halifax, N.S., Canada B3H 1T2 
Except for the question ofjust what is sociobiology's real "cen­
tral theoretical problem," I mostly agree with Vining. We still 
do not know why upper classes should have relatively high 
fertility rates during periods of overall population increase and 
relatively low rates during periods of population decrease. But 
Vining's point that sociobiology can account neither for the 
demographic transition nor for the complexities of modem 
society in general is nonetheless clear and, one hopes, hence­
forth uncontroversiaJ. 
But I would go further. I would argue that sociobiology can 
account for the complexities ofno society, modem or otherwise. 
This is because, for me, the field's current "central theoretical 
problem" is the relationship between SOciobiological explana­
tions and those at the levels of psyehology and sociol­
ogy/anthropology. 
The sociobiologists ofwhom Vining is critical (e.g. Irons 1983) 
are mistaking a theory ofrelative gene frequencies for a theory of 
individual motivation (psyehology) and of society (Barkow 
1980a; 1984). Sociobiology is certainly the underpinning of 
psychology, and psychology underlies sociology. These fields 
must be eonsistent with sociobiology (and with one another) or 
else our theories are either incomplete or false. But we must not 
imagine that sociobiology's inclusive fitness maximization hy­
pothesis is human psyehology and that we human beings have 
some sort of drive to maximize our biological fitness. Rather, 
natural selection has produced in us a complex host of psycho­
logical traits which in earlier environments interacted together 
to generate fitness-enhancing behaviors. In similar fashion, we 
must not imagine that cultural traits are reducible to fitness­
enhancement strategies. History is constrained by our biology 
but is more than a mere reflection of it. Only if one does not 
accept the concept of levels oforganization can one believe that 
the demographic transition data in some way falSify sociobi­
ology. 
Nancy Burley and I (1980) argued that fertility falls in 
postdemographic transition societies beeause fertile women 
happen to be gaining more control over their own fertility in 
such societies. This conclusion is not inconsistent with so­
ciobiology; we explain how there is no reason to suppose that 
selection has ever favored a powerful, autonomous female lust 
for pregnancy. Evolution is only concerned with outcomes, after 
all, and a better-substantiated lust has been sufficient to ensure 
the outcome of reproductive success. 
In similar fashion, .our societies are marvelously intricate 
systems perpetually generated by daily interactions among 
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human beings bearing the complex psychologies 
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sociobiology. Most societies have no doubt tended to 
the fitness of their participants, just as most 
tended to make a profit. No economist would 
assume that every business (or component of a 
necessarily profitable: Why should we assume that 
or component ofa society is necessarily enhaJ1Cingtitn:essi 
businesses lose lIloney, some societies may 
decline. Either these tendencies are corrected or 
business nor society can long continue unaltered. 
do not therefore throw out the profit motive and 
cannot ignore inclusive fitness, but neither the 
profit maximization nor that ofgene maximization, 
precludes the need for understanding the complex 
subsumed under the disciplines of economics and 
ogy/anthropology. 
Vining's point that the means of even highly 
can alter immensely due to changes in 
emphasizing. Empirically verifying Lumsden and 
(1983) "thousand-year rule" would, as I pointed out 
their coining that term (1980b), probably be imjpossibllel 
very reason. For example, many Latin American 
a value complex known as machismo, a sort of 
cupation with an exaggerated form ofmale honor. 
not sufficiently" macho" are low in prestige. :'uIPJ)(JSeWe1 
hypothesize that the most "macho" males had the 
reproductive success (or tbe least "macho" the lowest 
Could we then verify that, under the 1,000-year 
Americans males tended to be "genetically" more" 
other populations of males? I would suggest that the 
patterned socialization experiences of these societies 
have moved the "mean-macho-rating" two or three 
deviations away from any previously existing mean, 
the contribution of any ehange in allele freq 
trivial and certainly undeteetable (Barkow 1977; 
Sound and shoddy sociobiology 
Hiram Caton 
Pro;ect on Biosocial Science, Griffith University, Brisbane, 
Australia 4111 
Vining's provocation is a salutary rebuke to the 
zeal of some sociobiologists. I doubt, however, that 
produced a negative instance falsifying sociogiology. 
marks are meant to distinguish the sound core of the 
epiphenomenal ad hoc hypotbeses and gratuitous 
that prompt such refutations as the one before us. 
Sociobiology is the science of the social structure of 
reproducing animal species (Wilson 1980). The 
individuals strive to optimize their reproductive fitness 
quantifiable truth about behavior or 1Il0tivation. It is a 
ing assumption needed to generate models that map 
bebaviors and habitat conditions into caleuli 
lation genetics. Sociobiology exhibits structural 
the aggregate effects of behaviors within and 
perspective ofevolutionary adaptation. This is its 
But for that reason it is neither an applied science nor a 
science of behavior. 
1. Assuming that Vining's data do indeed establish an . 
correlation between social rank and reproductive 
time scale is much too brief to indicate a trend sig:llilicanl 
evolutionary time scale. 1be trend extends over 
ations, and for 25 of those 80 years it was reversed. 
disagree with sociobiologists who think that they 
thing to explain. Vining's criticisms oftheir attempts 
in my estimation do not cut deeply enough. Apart from 
just stated, they can be objectionable because they 
